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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1 966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U S C. 103(a). 
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4. Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kangas (US 2005/0152546) in view of Onvural et al. (US 2002/01501 15) and in view of 
Vermola et al. (US 2005/0090235). 

Regarding claim 1 and 4, Kangas teaches a receive processor for receiving the 
plurality of packets, wherein each packet has a packet identifier (see paragraph 45 line 
7); buffers for receiving and buffering the plurality of packets, wherein each packet is 
provided to one of the buffers according to a specific program (see Fig. 2 Boxes 201 
and 202); a packet processor for retrieving each buffered packet from the buffers (see 
Fig. 2 Box 207); queues for queuing the retrieved packet, wherein each retrieved packet 
is provided to one of the queues according to the specific program (see Fig. 2 Boxes 
201 and 202); and a queue manager for controlling the output of each packet from the 
time-sliced queues (see Fig. 2 Box 208), and for providing the packets to the receiving 
devices, wherein the queue manager, upon removing a packet from one of the queues, 
notifies the packet processor to retrieve and place a next packet having a common 
program identifier as the removed packet (see Fig. 2 Box 213 and 214). Kangas 
teaches all the subject matter of the claimed invention with the exception of using time- 
sliced queues as the output queues and outputting the packet depending upon its 
egress time. 

Onvural teaches outputting the packet depending upon its egress time (see 
paragraph 23 lines 2-5). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to 
use the system of Onvural in the system of Kangas. The motivation for doing so is to 
output the packets in the correct order depending on the output time. Kangas in view of 
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Onvural teaches all the subject matter of the claimed invention with the exception of a 
time-sliced queue. 

Vermola teaches a time-slice queue (see paragraph 40 lines 6-1 1 ). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the time-slice queue of 
Vermola as the output queue of Kangas. The motivation for using the time-slice queue 
is that it ensures the output is a constant bit stream. 

Regarding claim 2, Kangas further teaches the packet processor receives the 
program identifier of the removed packet and searches the buffers for a buffered packet 
having the common program identifier (see paragraph 73 lines 1-4; The Output Buffer 
Control controls the filling status of the buffers and also sorts the packets into the output 
buffers depending on the PID.). 

Regarding claim 3, Kangas further teaches the receive processor receives a 
packet having a new program identifier that is indicative of a new program, the receive 
processor provides a new-program signal to the packet processor (see paragraph 48 
lines 3-7; Since the PID is a unique identifier, if a new packet identifier is received, then 
a new program is transmitted and information must be sent to update the program 
association table.). 

Regarding claim 4, Kangas teaches all the subject matter of the claimed 
invention with the exception of placing the packet into the queue depending on egress 
time. Onvural teaches depending upon the egress time, places the packet into an index 
of the queue (see Onvural paragraph 23 lines 2-5). Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill to use the system of Onvural in the system of Kangas. The 
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motivation for doing so is to output the packets in the correct order depending on the 
output time. Kangas in view of Onvural teaches all the subject matter of the claimed 
invention with the exception of a time-sliced queue. 

Vermola teaches a time-slice queue (see paragraph 40 lines 6-11). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the time-slice queue of 
Vermola as the output queue of Kangas. The motivation for using the time-slice queue 
is that it ensures the output is a constant bit stream. 

Regarding claim 5, Kangas further teaches a null packet is used to maintain 
flow of each program when there are no packet available in the buffers for that program 
(see paragraph 113 lines 5-7). 

Regarding claim 6, Kangas teaches buffering the plurality of jittered packets, 
each jittered packet buffered in one of a plurality of buffers according to a specific 
program (see Fig. 2 Boxes 201 and 202); retrieving each buffered packet from the 
plurality of buffers depending upon a program identifier identifying the specific program 
(see Fig. 2 Box 207); queuing the retrieved packets in one of a plurality of queues 
according to the specific program (see Fig. 2 Box 209 and 210); removing the queued 
packets according to the program identifier (see paragraph 74 lines 1-5), wherein upon 
removing a packet, providing a packet-sent signal in order to retrieve a next buffered 
packet having a common program identifier with the removed packet (see Fig. 2 Boxes 
208, 213, 214; The Output Buffer Control controls the filling status of the buffers and 
also sorts the packets into the output buffers depending on the PID.). Kangas teaches 
all the subject matter of the claimed invention with the exception of Kangas teaches all 
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the subject matter of the claimed invention with the exception of using time-sliced 
queues as the output queues and outputting the packet depending upon its egress time. 

Onvural teaches outputting the packet depending upon its egress time (see 
paragraph 23 lines 2-5). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to 
use the system of Onvural in the system of Kangas. The motivation for doing so is to 
output the packets in the correct order depending on the output time. Kangas in view of 
Onvural teaches all the subject matter of the claimed invention with the exception of a 
time-sliced queue. 

Vermola teaches a time-slice queue (see paragraph 40 lines 6-1 1 ). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the time-slice queue of 
Vermola as the output queue of Kangas. The motivation for using the time-slice queue 
is that it ensures the output is a constant bit stream. 

Regarding claim 7, Kangas teaches all the subject matter of the claimed 
invention with the exception of using an index in the queue. Onvural teaches 
determining an index into the queue based on the output time (see paragraph 24 lines 
10-12); and placing a packet descriptor that is indicative of the buffered packet into the 
determined index (see paragraph 24 lines 16-17). Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill to use the system of Onvural in the system of Kangas. The 
motivation for doing so is to output the packets in the correct order depending on the 
output time. Kangas in view of Onvural teaches all the subject matter of the claimed 
invention with the exception of a time-sliced queue. 
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Vermola teaches a time-slice queue (see paragraph 40 lines 6-1 1 ). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the time-slice queue of 
Vermola as the output queue of Kangas. The motivation for using the time-slice queue 
is that it ensures the output is a constant bit stream. 

Regarding claim 8, Kangas teaches a plurality of queues for different programs 
in a video system (see Fig. 2 Boxes 201 and 202). Kangas teaches all the subject 
matter of the claimed invention with the exception of the packet scheduling method 
using output times and time-sliced queues. 

Onvural teaches retrieving an appropriate output time for each data packet (see 
paragraph 23 lines 2-5); determining an index into a queue based on the data packet 
output time (see paragraph 24 lines 10-12); placing a packet descriptor that is indicative 
of the data packet in the queue based on the index (see paragraph 24 lines 16-17); 
removing the packet descriptor from the queue during a time that matches a time in the 
queue in which the packet descriptor was placed; and transmitting the data packet (see 
paragraph 24 lines 12-15). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to 
use the system of Onvural in the system of Kangas. The motivation for doing so is to 
output the packets in the correct order depending on the output time. Kangas in view of 
Onvural teaches all the subject matter of the claimed invention with the exception of a 
time-sliced queue. 

Vermola teaches a time-slice queue (see paragraph 40 lines 6-11). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the time-slice queue of 
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Vermola as the output queue of Kangas. The motivation for using the time-slice queue 
is that it ensures the output is a constant bit stream. 

Regarding claim 9, Kangas further teaches a new stream signal is used to 
trigger a beginning packet flow for a particular stream (see paragraph 49 lines 1-4; If a 
new unique packet identifier is received, that signals the beginning of a packet flow for 
the new stream.). 

Regarding claim 10, Kangas in view of Onvural and Vermola further teaches a 
packet-sent signal is used to trigger placing a next packet in one of the plurality of time- 
sliced queues for a particular stream (see Fig. 2 Box 209 and 210; The Output Buffer 
Control sorts the packets into the output buffers depending on the PID.). 

Regarding claim 11, Kangas further teaches a special null packet is used to 
maintain flow of a stream during times when no data packets are available in a buffer for 
that particular stream (see paragraph 113 lines 5-7). 

Regarding claim 12, Kangas further teaches the data packets are one of an 
MPEG encoded video, audio, and data packets (see paragraph 45 line 1). 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Rosengard et al. (US 2004/0022260) and Tash (US 7,036,138) 
are all cited to show systems which are considered pertinent to the claimed invention. 
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6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Betty Lee whose telephone number is (571) 270-1412. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 9-5 EST and alternate 
Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hassan Kizou can be reached on (571 ) 272-3088. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER* 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 




